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WOMEN’S  EDUCATIONAL  EQUITY 
Advance  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  under  the 
authority  contained  in  20  U.S.C.  1866,  the 
Women’s  Educational  Equity  Act,  the 
Office  of  Education  is  considering  rule- 
making  for  the  Women’s  Educational 
Equity  Act  (known  as  WEEA)  Program. 

The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  provide 
interested  members  of  the  public  with 
an  opportunity  to  offer  their  ideas  and 
specific  recommendations  with  regard 
to  possible  changes  in  policy  (before  such 
changes  are  fully  developed  and  artic¬ 
ulated  in  proposed  regulations)  in  or¬ 
der  to  assist  the  Office  of  Education  in 
further  considering  whether  the  policy 
changes  are  appropriate,  how  they  might 
be  fashioned,  and,  as  appropriate,  in  de¬ 
veloping  propjosed  amendments  to  the 
progi’am  regulation. 

General  Grants 

The  priority  areas  for  general  grants 
in  Fiscal  Year  1976  addressed  the  most 
general  needs  in  educational  equity  for 
women.  This  general  coverage  of  levels  of 
education,  target  populations,  and  con¬ 
tent  areas  will  be  continued  in  Fiscal 
Year  1977.  The  Program  will  also  con¬ 
tinue  to  support  only  projects  to  develop 
special  mat^ials,  new  information,  or 
model  programs  which  can  be  field  tested 
and  ultimately  disseminated  nationally 
or  regionally — a  program  requirement 
known  as  “capacity  building.”  Projects 
will  not  be  supported  whose  primary 
significance  lies  in  the  provision  of  di¬ 
rect  benefits  to  applicant  organizations 
and  individuals.  There  cannot  be  dis¬ 
crimination  on  the  basis  of  sex,  race, 
handicap,  age,  or  national  origin  with 
respect  to  participation  in  projects  fimd- 
ed  under  this  program,  although  certain 
projects  may  focus  on  research,  mate¬ 
rials  development,  and  validation  activi¬ 
ties  related  to  the  needs  of  specific  age 
groups,  target  populations,  or  regional 
areas. 

The  designation  of  priority  areas  for 
the  review  of  applications  for  general 
grant  awards  does  not  preclude  the 
award  of  applications  falling  outside 
the  priority  areas,  as  provided  in  the 
existing  program  regulation  (45  CFR 
160f.8(b)  (2)  (iii),  41  PR  6420,  6439,  Feb¬ 
ruary  12,  1976) .  However,  a  grant  ap¬ 
plication  w’hich  fits  within  a  priority  area 
can,  as  a  result,  earn  extra  points  and 
thereby  receive  a  higher  rating. 

Under  the  existing  program  regula¬ 
tion,  the  three  priority  areas  for  gen¬ 
eral  grant  awards  are: 

(a)  Modules  on  sexism  in  education 
(such  as  for  use  in  training) ; 

(b)  Programs  for  educational  leader¬ 
ship: 

(c)  Program  development  related  to 
career  preparation  (45  CFR  160f.l2,  41 
FR  6420,  6441,  February  12,  1976),  It 
is  proposed  that  additional  priority  areas 
be  established  in  FY  1977  where  the 


focus  will  be  narrowed  to  concentrate 
program  development  in  two  areas  of 
special  concern. 

SPECIAL  LEVEL  OF  EDUCATION 

One  proposed  priority  area  is  a  target 
age  group — preschool.  Activities  for  this 
level  are  specifically  authorized  under  the 
Act.  A  number  of  public  comments  on 
the  regulations  last  year  urged  that  spe¬ 
cial  attention  be  given  to  this  level  be¬ 
cause  of  the  widely  recognized  fact  that 
the  early  education  of  the  child  has  such 
a  significant  impact  on  options  and 
choices  for  the  whole  of  one’s  life. 
Therefore,  rather  than  place  substantial 
resources  on  corrective  measures  at  later 
levels,  it  was  recommended  that  special 
priority  be  given  to  the  prevention  of 
educational  inequities  based  on  sex. 

It  is  proposed  that  program  develop¬ 
ment  be  focused  on  school  and  commu¬ 
nity  approaches  to  educational  equity  in 
early  childhood.  The  assumption  is  that 
the  best  way  to  respect  the  legitimate 
concerns  of  different  cultural,  racial,  eth¬ 
nic,  regional,  socioeconomic  and  other 
groups  in  their  approach  to  the  educa¬ 
tion  of  young  children  is  to  bring  local 
schools  and  communities  together  to  de¬ 
velop  programs  for  educational  equity 
for  women. 

While  it  is  proposed  that  preschool 
constitute  the  level  of  education  to  re¬ 
ceive  priOTity  and  that  joint  school  and 
community  aproaches  be  the  major  ap¬ 
proach  to  this  program  focus,  comments 
are  invited  which  favor  concentration  on 
other  levels  of  edu(5atk)n  or  approaches. 

Within  the  ccmtext  of  the  proposed 
priority  on  'school  and  community  ap¬ 
proaches  to  educational  equity  for  wom¬ 
en  in  early  childhood  education,  the 
Office  of  Education  solicits  comments  on 
a  number  of  issues  related  to  any  devel¬ 
opment  of  regulations  for  this  area. 
Comments  on  any  other  issues  are  also 
invited. 

1.  At  how  eaiTy  an  age  should  WEEA 
effoi'ts  focus? 

2.  What  emphasis  should  be  given  to 
research? 

3.  What  relationship  should  or  should 
not  be  developed  with  Head  Start  or 
Follow  Through  models? 

4.  How  much  attention  should  be  given 
to  different  conceptual  models  of  child 
development? 

5.  What  are  the  special  educational 
needs  during  preschool  years  that  are  re¬ 
lated  to  (a)  minority  background,  (b) 
being  handicapped,  (c)  urban  or  rural 
environment,  (d)  being  gifted  or 
talented? 

6.  How  can  a  variety  of  models  best  be 
developed  focusing  on  the  areas  under 
question  5? 

7.  How  should  supplementary  evalua¬ 
tion  criteria  for  this  priority  area  be 
formulated? 

SPECIAL  TARGET  POPULATIONS 

Another  area  of  concern  proposed  as 
a  priority  for  FY  1977  is  the  needs  of  par¬ 
ticular  target  populations  within  the 
general  population  covered  by  the  law. 
It  is  proposed  that  a  new  priority  area 
focus  on  program  development  for  the 
needs  of  those  populations  characterized 


by  rural  environments  or  by  historic  dis¬ 
crimination  mi  bases  other  than  sex. 

Comments  are  solicited  on  the  basic 
approacbes  to  the  greatest  needs  in  this 
area  which  can  be  met  by  projects  ap- 
pnH>riate  for  WEEA  support.  Job  train¬ 
ing  programs  of  the  type  supported  by 
the  CTomprehensive  Employment  and 
Training  Act  (CETA)  Program  and  ex¬ 
tensive  support  of  the  mass  media  are 
not  possible  imder  WEEA.  On  the  other 
hand,  innovative  use  of  the  media  may  be 
the  most  cost  effective  means  of  reach¬ 
ing  people  located  at  great  distances 
from  each  other  and  from  educational 
and  other  ojHJortunities. 

Within  the  context  of  this  proposed 
priority  area,  the  Office  of  Education  so¬ 
licits  comments  on  the  following  issues, 
although  advice  mi  other  issues  not  ex¬ 
plicitly  identified  is  also  sought. 

1.  Should  priority  be  given  to  age 
groups  or  levels  of  education  within  these 
populations?  If  so,  which?  And  for  what 
reasons? 

2.  Should  rural  areas  be  identified?  If 
so,  how  (at  a  general  or  very  specific 
level)  and  which  ones? 

3.  To  what  extent  do  the  needs  of  rural 
areas  differ  in  terms  of  regional  location? 

4.  Should  the  needs  of  minority  or 
bilingual  populations  be  identified?  If 
so,  in  what  way? 

5.  What  wnphasis  should  be  given  to 
research  and  what  types? 

6.  What  emphasis  should  be  given  to 
materials  development  or  training? 

7.  How  can  OE  avoid  funding  programs 
which  require  substantial  continuing 
outside  funding  because  they  are  not 
tied  to  any  ongoing  Institutions  or  they 
a^e  connected  to  institutions  which  can¬ 
not  afford  to  take  them  over? 

8.  How  should  supplementary  criteria 
for  this  priority  area  be  formulated? 

The  two  priority  areas  cited  above  were 
identified  in  June  1975  in  the  earliest 
planning  documents  for  FY  1977  and 
were  submitted  to  Congress  in  January 
1976  for  consideration  for  funding  under 
the  FY  1977  appropriation.  The  public 
is  invited  to  comment  on  the  merits  of 
these  proposed  priority  areas. 

GENERAL  COMMENTS  ON  PRIORITY  AREAS 

The  Office  of  Education  also  solicits 
comments  on  general  matters  related  to 
the  use  of  priority  areas  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  national  capacity  to  meet  the 
needs  in  educational  equity  for  women. 

1.  Should  new'  priority  areas  be  added 
each  year?  Should  they  be  added  only 
if  there  is  an.  increase  in  the  appropria¬ 
tion  over  previous  years? 

2.  When  should  priority  areas  of  pre¬ 
vious  years  be  ihased  out? 

3.  Should  the  regulation  which  de¬ 
scribes  the  .priority  area  provide  great 
siiecificity  about  the  most  important 
concerns  developed  as  a  result  of  public 
input  such  as  that  solicited  in  this 
Notice.  (Mr  should  the  priority  be  de- 
.scribed  in  very  general  terms  giving 
much  less  guidance  to  applicants? 

SMALL  GRANTS 

Public  comments  ai’e  also  solicited  on 
the  possibility  of  providing  focus  to  the 
small  grant  program  (which  provides  for 
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grants  of  $15,000  or  less)  which  is  de¬ 
scribed  in  §  1601.13  of  the  regulation.  The 
regulation  now  leaves  wide  discretion  to 
support  “innovative  approaches  to  the 
attainment  of  equity  in  education  for 
women.”  Priority  is  given  luider  the  regu¬ 
lation  to  applications  which  do  not 
duplicate  those  funded  under  the  general 
grant  priorities.  Small  grants  are  also 
limited  to  projects  which  contribute  to 
capacity  building.  Scholarships  and  fel¬ 
lowships  to  individuals  are  excluded. 

Experience  in  the  FY  1976  competition 
indicated,  however,  that  a  great  many  of 
the  applications  for  small  grants  re¬ 
sembled  the  general  grant  priorities  veiT 
closely.  A  number  of  other  applications 
did  not  contribute  to  capacity  building 
but  typically  provided  add-on  personnel 
for  institutional  support.  A  few  requests 
for  scholarships  were  received. 

Answers  are  sought  to  the  following 
questions. 

1.  Should  focus  be  provided  to  the 
small  grant  program? 

2.  What  are  special  areas  of  concern 
which  might  provide  direction  to  the 
small  grant  program?  For  example, 
small  grants  could  extend  priority  con¬ 
sideration  to  research  activities,  particu¬ 
larly  that  research  directly  leading  to 
utilization.  School-community  activity 
in  the  area  of  reducing  sex  bias  in  edu¬ 
cation  is  another  possible  priority  area. 

3.  Comments  are  also  solicited  on  the 
desirability  in  FY  1978  (not  FY  1977) 
of  changing  the  requirement  that  all 
projects  contribute  to  national  capacity 
and  not  local  benefits,  so  that  educa¬ 
tional  institutions  and  organizations 
would  have  some  sort  of  support  under 
the  small  grant  program  to  utilize  model 
materials  and  program  products  that 
would  have  been  developed  under  WEEA 
projects  in  Fiscal  Years  1976  and  1977. 

4.  Is  it  desirable  to  encourage  more 
individuals  to  submit  applications  to  the 
small  grant  program,  since  they  are  not 
eligible  for  indirect  costs  and  therefore 
most  of  the  full  $15,000  can  be  concen¬ 
trated  on  program  activity?  The  first 
year’s  experience  revealed,  as  had  been 
foreseen  by  several  public  comments  on 
the  proposed  regulation,  that  indirect 
costs  for  small  grants,  which  have  a  $15,- 
000  ceiling,  consumed  a  good  portion  of 
the  funds,  leaving  very  little  for  project 
activity. 

Revisions  to  Certain  Administrative 
Procedures 

The  Office  of  Education  solicits  advice 
on  the  preapplication  process  and  on 
certain  supplementary  evaluation  crite¬ 
ria  for  applications.  The  public  is,  of 
course,  invited  to  comment  on  other  mat¬ 
ters  covered  by  the  regulation.  It  is  not 
presently  anticipated  that  there  will  be 
substantial  revisions  to  other  sections 
of  the  regulation,  since  the  initial  pro¬ 
posed  regulation  for  the  program  re¬ 
ceived  many  comments  of  a  wide- 
ranging  and  detailed  nature  and  many 
changes  were  incorporated  in  the 
final  regulation.  It  is  hoped  by  so¬ 
liciting  advice  through  this  Notice  on 
certain  substantive  and  procedural 
changes  in  basic  program  policy  and 


as  few  technical  changes  as  possible 
that  the  proposed  revisi(m  to  the  WEEA 
regulation  can  be  developed,  approved, 
and  published  before  the  end  of  the 
calendar  year,  so  that  the  solicitation  of 
grant  applications  can  be  initiated  as 
quickly  as  possible. 

PREAPPLICATION  PROCESS 

The  preapplication  process  was  uti¬ 
lized  in  FY  1976  in  the  WEEA  Pribram. 
Over  800  preapplications  for  general 
grants  were  received  and  reviewed,  and 
140  applicants  were  invited  to  submit  full 
applications. 

Members  of  the  public  have  comment¬ 
ed  favorably  on  the  use  of  the  preappli¬ 
cation,  since  it  gives  early  feedback  to 
applicants  who  may  avoid  expending 
substantial  resources  of  time  and  money 
to  develop  full  applications  which  have 
little  chance  of  being  funded.  To  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  preapplicants  not  eligible  or 
with  low  priority  projects  abide  by  OE’s 
suggestion  and  do  not  submit  an  appli¬ 
cation,  the  use  of  the  process  also  saves 
the  Government  additional  funds  which 
would  be  required  to  provide  reviews  of  a 
large  number  of  applications. 

In  utilizing  the  preapplication  process 
this  past  year,  however,  certain  problems 
have  been  identified  which  the  Office  of 
Education  intends  to  remedy.  The  issues 
and  alternative  solutions  are  presented 
below.  The  public  is  encouraged  to  sug¬ 
gest  additional  alternatives. 

1.  Should  the  preapplication  process 
be  used  and  under  what  conditions  re¬ 
lating  to  time  constraints? 

Alternative  one.  Preapplications  would 
be  solicited  ideally  before  the  end  of  the 
calendar  year,  perhaps  on  the  basis  of 
only  a  proposed,  not  final,  revision  to 
the  complete  regulation  published  at  the 
same  time  as  the  solicitation.  The  pre¬ 
applications  would  be  reviewed  and  ap¬ 
plicants  notified  whether  they  were  en¬ 
couraged  to  submit  a  full  application. 
Then  a  sufficient  time  period  would 
elapse  to  permit  the  Office  of  Education 
staff  to  provide  time  for  a  preapplica¬ 
tion  conference  with  those  applicants 
whose  preapplications  were  invited.  In 
this  conference  they  would  discuss  weak¬ 
nesses  or  problems  identified  in  the  pre- 
application  and  other  issues  which  might 
arise  in  the  development  of  the  full  ap¬ 
plication.  The  full  application  would  be 
submitted  after  this  time  period.  Those 
applicants  who  were  not  invited  to  sub¬ 
mit  applications  could  still  exercise  the 
right  to  submit  a  full  application  but 
would  not  have  access  to  a  preapplica¬ 
tion  conference  with  OE  staff  and  would 
receive  comments  on  general  weaknesses 
in  the  preapplications  and  only  brief 
comments  on  individual  preapplications. 
Available  staff  would  not  permit  confer¬ 
ences  with  those  not  invited  nor  with 
anyone  who  wished  to  submit  an  appli¬ 
cation  and  had  not  gone  through  the  pre¬ 
application  process. 

Alternative  two.  Preapplications  would 
not  be  used  at  all,  judging  that  their 
value  to  applicants  and  to  the  govern¬ 
ment  would  diminish  after  the  first 
year’s  competition. 


Alternative  three.  Preapplications 
would  be  used  only  if  the  solicitation 
could  be  initiated  early  enough  to  provide 
the  time  and  discussion  described  in  al¬ 
ternative  one.  If  the  revision  to  the  regu¬ 
lation  is  published  too  late,  for  example, 
after  the  first  of  January,  the  process 
would  not  be  utilized  and  full  applica¬ 
tions  would  be  required  of  all. 

2.  What  information  should  be  con¬ 
tained  in  the  preapplication? 

Alternative  one.  'The  Ofifice  of  Educa¬ 
tion  would  need  information  about  all 
aspects  of  what  would  constitute  the  final 
application  in  order  to  make  a  judg¬ 
ment  about  both  the  idea  and  the  poten¬ 
tial  to  compete  successfully  in  terms  of 
the  evaluation  criteria  which  would  be 
used  for  final  applications.  This  would 
mean  addressing  all  items  required  to 
predict  applications  of  high  quality:  such 
as,  needs,  objectives,  procedures,  capa¬ 
city  building,  dissemination,  cultural 
diversity,  evaluation,  management,  ap¬ 
plicant  and  staff  qualifications,  and  ap¬ 
plicant  resources.  Under  this  alternative, 
one  of  the  most  difficult  problems  is  the 
development  of  criteria  for  evaluation. 
It  is  difficult  to  measure  potential  and  to 
predict  competitiveness.  To  be  certain 
that  an  applicant  will  be  able,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  to  develop  a  good  evaluation  design, 
there  is  a  danger  of  requiring  so  much 
in  the  preapplication  that  its  purpose  is 
almost  negated.  Those  members  of  the 
public  who  endorse  this  first  alternative 
are  invited  to  comment  on  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  criteria. 

Alternative  two.  The  Office  of  Educa¬ 
tion  after  the  first  year  of  project  ad¬ 
ministration  only  needs  enough  informa¬ 
tion  to  know  whether  the  proposed  proj¬ 
ect  would  address  areas  not  being 
covered  by  other  funded  projects  and 
whether  the  project  would,  by  its  nature, 
enhance  the  extent  to  which  the  pro¬ 
gram  develops  national  capacity  to  re¬ 
spond  to  the  achievement  of  educational 
equity  for  women.  Therefore,  the  preap¬ 
plication  would  not  address  so  many 
items  and  would  be  briefer,  though  plac¬ 
ing  greater  emphasis  on  the  fewer  items. 
It  would  include  objectives,  procedures, 
contribution  to  capacity  building  needs, 
what  products  or  materials  are  being  de^ 
veloped,  at  what  cost,  what  is  the  plan 
for  dissemination,  and  applicant  and 
staff  qualifications.  Under  this  alterna¬ 
tive.  the  review  cannot  predict  how  the 
applicant  might  compete  in  terms  of 
a  number  of  aspects  which  count 
significantly  in  the  final  criteria  for  re¬ 
view  of  applications,  e.g.,  evaluation, 
validation,  plan  of  operation,  manage¬ 
ment  plan,  cultural  diversity.  In  some 
cases,  thus,  applicants  who  may  not  com¬ 
pete  so  well  in  the  final  review  may  be 
encouraged  on  the  basis  of  the  preappli¬ 
cation  review  to  develop  applications. 

Criteria  for  the  review  of  preapplica¬ 
tions  under  this  alternative  also  con¬ 
tain  problems.  Only  the  staff  could  re¬ 
view  preapplications  to  identify  whether 
the  proposed  project  duplicates  to  some 
extent  a  project  which  has  already  been 
funded.  What  criteria  should  be  used 
when  a  proposed  project  does  duplicate 
to  some  extent  a  project  in  a  similar 
area,  but  is  of  unusual  interest  and  high 
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quality?  Comments  on  the  development 
of  criteria  are  also  solicited  from  those 
endorsing  Uiis  alternative. 

3.  If  preapplications  were  eliminated, 
would  fewer  institutions  and  organiza¬ 
tions  compete  for  the  very  limited  funds 
available?  If  so,  would  this  be  desirable? 

4.  What  should  the  length  of  the  i^e- 
application  be?  Should  lengthy  vitas, 
bibliographies,  and  appendices  be  re¬ 
viewed?  This  year  a  maximiim  of  10 
pages  was  permitted.  Most  applicants  felt 
comfortable  with  this  limit.  Some  were 
frustrated  because  they  felt  the  need  to 
include  lengthy  bibliographies,  vitas,  etc. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  CRITERIA  FOR  SMALL 

GRANTS  AND  GENERAL  GRANTS/OTHER 

Whereas  general  grants  in  the  priority 
areas  may  earn  an  additional  50  points 
from  the  supplementary  criteria  for  each 
priority  area,  applications  for  small 
grants  and  applications  outside  the  prior¬ 
ity  areas  may  earn  an  additional  25 
points.  In  the  regulation  at  §  160f.l0(a) 
(2)  (iv) ,  the  25  points  are  awarded  on  the 
basis  of  “the  extent  to  which  a  proposed 
project  for  general  grants  outside  a  des¬ 
ignated  priority  area  or  for  small  grants 
meets  an  urgent  and  critical  need  in  the 
initial  implementation  of  the  Act.”  There 
are  three  problems  which  the  Office  of 
Education  sees: 

(a)  All  the  points  are  awarded  for  only 
one  item; 

(b)  The  item  is  too  subjective;  and 

(c)  TTie  item  is  not  appropriate  for  use 
by  re\1iewers  after  the  first  year  of  Pro¬ 
gram  implementation. 


Public  comments  are  solicited  on  the 
identificatkm  of  other  problems  and  on 
suffiestlons  for  the  revision  of  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  these  25  points. 

Information  on  Subsequent 
Procedures 

No  applications  should  be  submitted  to 
the  U.S.  Office  of  Education  in  response 
to  this  Notice.  A  definitive  statement  of 
proposed  revisions  for  the  program  will 
be  published  at  a  later  date  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  imder  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  with  opportunity  for  public 
comment.  It  is  expected  that  guidance 
will  then  be  given  to  applicants  regarding 
those  areas  within  the  present  priorities 
in  which  projects  were  not  fimded  in  FY 
1976  and  which  will  receive  high  priority 
for  FY  1977.  Likewise,  those  areas  in 
which  applications  are  not  encouraged 
will  be  indicated. 

Invitation  to  Comment 

Persons  or  organizations  wishing  to 
submit  comments  or  suggestions  on  the 
matters  raised  in  this  Notice  of  Intent 
should  write  to  the  Director,  Wcanen’s 
Program  Staff,  U.S.  Office  of  Education, 
400  Maryland  Avenue,  SW.,  Room  3121, 
Washington,  D.C.  20202. 

Written  comments  and  information 
may  be  submitted  in  any  form,  such  as  by 
means  of  letters,  position  papers,  or 
memoranda.  There  are  no  special  rules 
concerning  format.  All  comments  must 
be  received  not  later  than  December  6, 
1976. 


Commits  received  in  response  to  this 
Notice  will  be  available  for  pnibUc  in¬ 
spection  in  the  above  office  between  the 
hours  of  8:30  a.m.  and  4:00  p.m.  Mon¬ 
day  through  Friday  of  each  week. 

To  enable  the  office  to  benefit  fully 
from  the  public’s  views  on  the  various 
questions  raised  in  this  notice,  the  Office 
of  Education  will  also  seek  to  hold  meet¬ 
ings  with  interested  persons  and  organ¬ 
izations  after  pubUcation  of  the  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  which  will  be  de¬ 
veloped  from  the  comments  on  this  No¬ 
tice.  Such  meetings  will  focus  on  a  broad 
discussion  of  the  various  ideas,  com¬ 
ments,  and  recommendations  presented 
to  OE  for  consideration.  In  addition,  at 
those  meetings,  OE  representatives  will 
be  prepared  to  answer  or  discuss  ques¬ 
tions  concerning  the  existing  WEE  A  reg¬ 
ulation.  Persons  and  organizations  desir¬ 
ing  to  participate  in  such  meetings 
should  so  advise  the  Women’s  Program 
Staff  as  promptly  as  possible  at  the  ad¬ 
dress  above.  In  this  way,  the  public  would 
have  face  to  face  communication  regard¬ 
ing  the  proposed  revisions  to  the  pro¬ 
gram  regulation  and  the  use  of  its  ad¬ 
vice  following  the  Notice  of  Intent. 

(20  U.S.O.  1866.) 

Dated:  October  13, 1976. 

(Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance 
Number  13.565;  Women's  Educational  Equity 
Act  Program.) 

Robert  R.  Wheeler, 

Acting  V.S.  Commissioner 
of  Education. 
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